The notion that christophanic exegesis is, essentially, a pre-Nicene tradition with little or no relevance for the study of later Christian literature is woefully inadequate: it minimizes the continued appeal to theophanies across much of the fourth-century theological spectrum, and does not account for the pervasive and insistent references to theophanies in Byzantine hymnography. This article seeks to demonstrate that the christological exegesis of theophanies, widely recognized as an element of shared tradition, continued to function as a polemical 'adjuvant' in fourthcentury anti-Jewish, anti-Arian, anti-modalistic, and anti-Apollinarian argumentation.
INTRODUCTION
Theophanies are, in the Hebrew Bible, instances of particularly intense attunement between God and select individuals and communities, which articulate a grand story of divine-human interaction across the many and manifold biblical texts. 1 The christological exegesis of Old Testament theophanies is a prominent and characteristic feature of anti-Jewish, anti-dualistic, and anti-modalistic polemics carried out by writers such as Justin of Neapolis, Irenaeus of Lyon, or Tertullian. It is generally assumed that recourse to theophanies was rendered obsolete during the conciliar era by the development of a 'technical' theological glossary in the service of a more nuanced and precise doctrinal articulation. Scholarship on the christological and trinitarian controversies of the fourth century reflects this assumption by paying only scant attention to the interpretation of biblical theophanies.
The established scholarly position was, until relatively recently, that the so-called 'argument from theophanies' was forged by Justin of Neapolis in the heat of his engagement against Marcion. More specifically, according to Oskar Skarsaune, Justin would be fusing the traditional testimonia-argument in favour of two Gods (the cluster of Gen. 19:24, Ps. 110:1, and Ps. 45:7) with his own original argument about theophanies as christophanies.
2 Over the last 20 years, however, a growing segment of scholarship on Christian origins has traced this second-century 'YHWH Christology' or 'Christology of Divine Identity' back to the writings of the New Testament.
3 This development has, quite naturally, changed the perception of Justin's achievement. According to Larry Hurtado, who approaches the issue from the perspective of his massive study of first-century christological developments, Justin did not originate the basic idea that the preincarnate Jesus could be found active in certain Old Testament passages . . . Justin was essentially building upon a line of christological argument already available. He reflects an approach to the Old Testament that had been a feature of devotion to Jesus during the first decades of the Christian movement. 4 Patristic scholarship on Justin seems to have taken note of this significant advance in the study of Christian origins, and found additional evidence that the argument from theophanies did not derive from Justin's second-century anti-dualistic polemics but was the extension to such a purpose of a much older exegetical tradition belonging to the Christian discourse 'ad intra', in the context of worship and celebration. 5 A second area of scholarship on the Christian reception of Old Testament theophanies has documented and discussed the prominent place that the 'primitive' christophanic exegesis held in Byzantine hymnography until the ninth century, and in Eastern and Western iconography until the fifteenth. 6 It seems, then, that identifying the Old Testament 'Lord', who revealed himself in visions to the patriarchs and prophets, with the 'Lord' Jesus of Christian worship is a robust theological tradition in the first three centuries as well as in the second half of the first millennium CE. What of the all-important period between Irenaeus of Lyon and Romanos the Melodist? This question is all the more intriguing since 'classics' of Byzantine hymnography such as Romanos the Melodist, John Damascene, and Cosmas of Maiuma did not read Justin or Irenaeus, but were instead deeply indebted to fourth-century writers like Ephrem Syrus and Gregory Nazianzen.
Scholarship on the theological developments in the fourth and fifth centuries seldom or never discusses the question of christophanies. 8 It is usually only students of Augustine who bring up this issue, inasmuch as it offers the background against which the bishop of Hippo's view on the created manifestations of the Trinity shines brilliantly. 9 The pages to follow attempt to address this apparent gap in scholarship by considering the use of christophanic exegesis among a selection of notable fourth-century writers including Eusebius of Caesarea, Marcellus, Athanasius, Basil, and Gregory of Nyssa. It will become apparent that the christological interpretation of Old Testament theophanies was abundantly present among fourth-century thinkers of a variety of schools, cutting across the barriers established by creeds and Kontakion', VC 39 (1985) , pp. 171-87; Petersen, The Diatessaron and Ephrem Syrus as Sources of Romanos the Melodist (Louvain: Peeters, 1985).
8 A notable exception: Manlio Simonetti, La crisi ariana nel IV secolo (Rome: Augustinianum, 1975), pp. 506-11 ('Le teofanie').
9 See John Henry Newman, An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (London: Pickering, 1878), pp. 136-7: '[T]he Ante-nicene Fathers, as in some of the foregoing extracts, speak of the Angelic visions in the Old Testament as if they were appearances of the Son; but St. Augustine introduced the explicit doctrine, which has been received since his date, that they were simply Angels, through whom the Omnipresent Son manifested Himself. This indeed is the only interpretation which the Ante-nicene statements admitted, as soon as reason began to examine what they did mean. They could not mean that the Eternal God could really be seen by bodily eyes; if anything was seen, that must have been some created glory or other symbol, by which it pleased the Almighty to signify His Presence . . . The earlier Fathers spoke as if there were no medium interposed between the Creator and the creature, and so they seemed to make the Eternal Son the medium; what it really was, they had not determined. St. Augustine ruled, and his ruling has been accepted in later times, that it was not a mere atmospheric phenomenon, or an impression on the senses, but the material form proper to an Angelic presence, or the presence of an Angel in that material garb in which blessed Spirits do ordinarily appear to men.' See also Jules Lebreton, 'Saint Augustin, th eologien de la In the transition from pre-Nicene theology to the more mature, more technically precise articulation of doctrine by creeds and councils and Christian thinkers within the new socio-political frame of a Christian Empire, the figure of Eusebius of Caesarea occupies an important place.
10 Nevertheless, as an eminent specialist on Eusebius notes:
[t]he argument from theophanies in Eusebius has never been the object of thorough examination. Those few authors who have shown some interest in this topic have not guessed its riches and importance in the history of doctrines. Eusebius' thought intervenes, nevertheless, at a moment, after the death of Origen and before the beginning of the Arian crisis. Arian recourse to the ancient theophanies has led later theologians to distance themselves from the argument. Here just as elsewhere, Eusebius appears to be the last representative of pre-Nicene theology: still a stranger to preoccupations that would only emerge after the council of Nicaea, he offers in the Proof of the Gospel and, earlier, in the Prophetic Eclogues, the longest, most elaborate, and certainly richest reflection that any preNicene author had ever consecrated to the question of ancient theophanies. 
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understands theophanies as manifestations of the Logos 'concerning himself with the work of mankind's salvation even before the Incarnation'.
14 He emphatically rejects the interpretation of theophanies as mere angelic apparitions, 15 and instead interprets Genesis 18 (the Mamre theophany), Genesis 22 (the Peniel theophany), Isaiah 6, etc. as scriptural reports about the manifestations of the Son or Logos of God.
Twice in his Church History Eusebius states that the 'Lord God' mentioned in Genesis 18 was none other than 'Christ himself, the Word of God'. 16 There are two more references in the Life of Constantine, one by Eusebius himself, and the second time by Emperor Constantine, in a letter addressed to the civilian and ecclesiastical authorities of Palestine-hence also to Eusebiusmandating the destruction of the local shrine, the eradication of all practices deemed 'sacrilegious abominations' at Mamre, and the building of a magnificent church.
17 Indeed, the place was at the time a lively inter-religious pilgrimage site attracting Jews, pagans, and Christians. 18 In the Proof of the Gospel Eusebius even ' Here the inhabitants of the country and of the regions round Palestine, the Phoenicians, and the Arabians, assemble annually during the summer season to keep a brilliant feast; and many others, both buyers and sellers, resort there on account of the fair. Indeed, this feast is diligently frequented by all nations: by the Jews, because they boast of their descent from the patriarch Abraham; by the Pagans, because angels there appeared to men; and by Christians, because He who for the salvation of mankind was born of a virgin, afterwards manifested mentions having seen a cultic artefact at Mamre, which depicted the scene of the three visitors enjoying Abraham's hospitality, and notes that 'he in the midst surpasses them in honour. This would be our Lord and Saviour.'
19 Similarly, at Peniel: 'He that was seen by Jacob was none other than the Word of God', 20 and, in Daniel 7, the Son of Man represents the Logos, God's First-Born, Wisdom, and Divine Offspring, 'called the Son of man because of his final appearance in the flesh', and foreseen as end-time universal judge.
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In his Commentary on Isaiah, while presenting his christological interpretation of Isaiah 6, Eusebius revisits all previous theophanies and ascribes them to one and the same agent, the Logos: since 'nobody has ever seen God' (John 1:18) or 'the Father' (John 6:46):
the Lord of hosts who appeared to the prophet was another than the unbegotten and invisible and incomprehensible divinity. And who could this be but the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the Father [John 1:18], Himself there to a godly man. This place was moreover honored fittingly with religious exercises. Here some prayed to the God of all; some called upon the angels, poured out wine, burnt incense, or offered an ox, or he-goat, a sheep, or a cock.'
19 Eusebius, Dem. ev. 5.9 (GCS 23, p. 232; Ferrar 1, p. 254): 'they who were entertained by Abraham, as represented in the picture (ἐπὶ γραφῆς ἀνακείμενοι), sit one on each side, and he in the midst surpasses them in honour. This would be our Lord and Saviour, Whom though men knew Him not they worshipped, confirming the Holy Scriptures. He then thus in person from that time sowed the seeds of holiness among men, putting on a human form and shape (ἀνθρώπειον . . . εἰδός τε καὶ σχῆμα), and revealed to the godly ancestor Abraham Who He was, and shewed him the mind of His Father.' As it happens, archaeology has turned up a fifth-century mould for stamping ritual cakes, with, on one side, the image of three angels seated at table and the inscription 'May the angels be merciful to me', and, on the other, an image of Aphrodite Ourania, perhaps assimilated with the Virgin Mary, with the inscription 'Rejoicing, I receive the heavenly one [goddess]'. The middle figure on the mould is clearly distinguished among the three. If the mould is a Christian artefact, its imagery concurs with Eusebius' report and with his view that Abraham's visitors were the Son of God and two accompanying angels. For image and descriptions, see Margaret English Frazer, 'A Syncretistic Pilgrim's Mould from Mamre(?)', Gesta 18 (1979), pp. 137-45. 20 Eusebius, Dem. ev. 7.2 (Ferrar 2, p. 83; see also, less developed, Dem. ev. 4.16, Ferrar 1, p. 210): 'It is the God that dwells therein, Who was seen by Jacob in human form and shape, wherefore he was deemed worthy of the name, Seer of God, for such is the translation of his name. And I have established in the early part of this work that He that was seen by Jacob was none other than the Word of God.' 21 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.2.24-6 (SC 31, pp. 12-13); Eclogues 3.44 (PG 22, col. 1173CD). who stepped down from his own exalted position, made himself visible and comprehensible to humanity? [Eusebius now rehearses the most important theophanies to Abraham, Jacob, Moses, and Ezekiel] . . . He assumed a certain form before Abraham and was seen in the figure of a man when Abraham was by the oak and washed the feet and shared a table with the divine stranger . . . And Jacob also said concerning this, For I have seen God face to face, and my life has been preserved. And the present prophet [scil. Isaiah] saw and also witnessed glory. Thus, as we discussed above, he saw the glory of our Savior Jesus Christ. Thus it was for Moses and for Ezekiel too.
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In the Church History, too, Eusebius puts forth the same conventional view:
The great servant Moses and before him in the first place Abraham and his children, and as many righteous men and prophets as afterward appeared, have contemplated him with the pure eyes of the mind, and have recognized him and offered to him the worship which is due him as Son of God . . . You will perceive also from the same words that this was no other than he who talked with Moses.
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As J€ org Ulrich observes: 'Daher werden s€ amtliche alttestamentliche Theophanien von Euseb (wiederum in € Ubereinstimmung mit der antiken christlichen Tradition der Exegese) ganz selbstverst€ andlich und konsequent als Logophanien beziehungsweise Christophanien gedeutet.' 24 What should perhaps be added is that theophanies also anticipate the incarnation, since in all of them the Son descends from his own greatness, 'making himself small' (σμικρύνων τε αὐτὸν) so as to become visible and perceptible by humans. Eusebius also shows originality in his exegesis of theophanies. Aside from occasional original solutions to this or that text, 26 most significant in this respect is the interpretation of the burning bush scene set forth in the Prophetic Eclogues and Proof of the Gospel. Eusebius adds a distinct and original voice to the rich chorus of Jewish and Christian interpreters of Exodus 3 by positing a disjunction between the visual and the auditory aspects of the theophany (the angel appeared, while the Lord spoke to Moses), and by depicting Moses as a spiritual neophyte whose attunement to God ranks much lower than that of the patriarchs of old. In a striking departure from the mainstream of Jewish and Christian tradition, Eusebius states that 'throughout all of Scripture God is not even once said to have appeared to Moses', 27 because he was a mere beginner, 'not fit for aught than angelic visions', 28 spiritually inferior to the patriarchs. This meticulous 'demotion' of Moses by means of exegesis focused on passages such as Exodus 19, 24, and 33, and Numbers 12, and the reference to the views of other exegetes, 29 suggests that Eusebius is attempting to counter an 26 One such exception is Eusebius' fine analysis of Hab. 3:2 LXX (ἐν μέσῳ δύο ζῴων γνωσθήσῃ), which leads him to part ways with the exegesis of his predecessors, to whom he ascribes the reading 'living beings'. See Eusebius of Caesarea, Dem. ev. 6.15.9 (GCS 23, p. 270; Ferrar 2, p. 21): 'Our Lord and Saviour, too, the Word of God Himself, was known between two lives. The word ζωῶν is plural and accented with circumflex on the last syllable as the plural of the singular noun ζωή (life). It is not ζώων accented acute on the penultimate from ζῶον (a living creature), but with circumflex on the last syllable (ζωῶν) from nominative plural ζωαί (lives). He says, therefore, He was known between two lives. One life is that according to God, the other that according to man; the one mortal, the other eternal. And the Lord having experienced both is rightly said to have been made known between two lives in the LXX translation. Aquila translates differently: In the nearing of the years, cause it to live. What does it mean here but thy work? And Theodotion says: In the midst of the years, cause him to live, and Symmachus renders: Within the years, revive him. They all by the use of ζώωσον (cause to live) shew clearly that the word in the original does not refer to irrational or rational animals. And so following the rendering of the Septuagint, He was made known between two lives, and not the commentators who have preceded me, I understand that the two lives of the Subject of the prophecy are referred to, the Divine and the Human.' 27 Eusebius, Eclogues 1.9 (PG 22, col. 1052 A): οὐδὲ ἅπαξ ἂν εὕροις δι' ὅλης τῆς νομοθεσίας τὴν γραφὴν σημειουμένην ὡς ὅτι δὴ ὤφθη ὁ Θεὸς ἢ ὁ Κύριος τῷ Μωσεῖ, ὅπερ ἐπὶ μόνων τῶν τριῶν πατριαρχῶν εἰρημένον ἐμφαίνεται; cf. Eclogues 1.12 (PG 22, col. 1061A): οὐδ' ἅπαξ ὁ λόγος μαρτυρεῖ λέγων ὅτι ὤφθη αὐτῷ ὁ Κύριος, ὡς ἐπὶ τῶν πατριαρχῶν εἰρηκὼς τετήρηται.
28 μηδὲν πλέον ἀγγελικῆς ὀπτασίας χωροῦντι (Eusebius, Dem. ev. established Jewish tradition affirming the spiritual primacy of the Jews over the Gentiles.
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In conclusion, Eusebius' use of theophanies is, for the most part, profoundly traditional-as Morlet showed, 'a privileged place of conjunction between the polemical tradition stemming from Justin and the Alexandrian scholarly tradition of Philo and Origen' 31 -and, on occasion, surprisingly innovative. Although the element of 'demotion' seems to be original, this particular aspect of Eusebius' exegesis of Sinai texts makes sense within the larger framework of his anti-Jewish strategy, which is itself, together with the auxiliary use of christophanic exegesis, an earlier tradition that goes back to Justin Martyr, the Fourth Gospel, and the Pauline epistles. said 'I am he who is', then he in turn will be counted as saying the same thing about the Father. Either of these options is impious. 33 The alternative ('who was the one who said I am He Who Isthe Son or the Father?') is meant to highlight the absurdity, but especially the 'impiety', of viewing the Father and the Son as two hypostases; indeed, saying that it was the Father who appeared at the burning bush implies that the Father is truly existent in contradistinction to the Son, 34 and is, therefore, ultimately, a denial of the divinity of the Son. For Marcellus, God and his Word cannot be distinguished any more than one distinguishes a human person from its voice, and a person's will, speech, and action from its exercise of reasoning. 35 To say, therefore, that the Word appears and proclaims 'I am He Who Is' expresses the theological notion of the Father speaking through the Word: λέγει μὲν τῷ Μωσεῖ ὁ πατήρ, λέγει δὲ δηλονότι διὰ τοῦ λόγου.
36 Briefly put, for Marcellus theophanies are always 'by the Father through the Word'. 37 Eusebius, by contrast, states that it was undoubtedly the Son of God who spoke to Moses at the burning bush, he who appeared to Abraham at Mamre (Genesis 18), who told Moses that he had manifested himself to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Exod. 6:2-3), who later proclaimed himself to 'be' before Abraham 'was' (John 8:56), since he was the 'mediator' (Gal. 3:20) even before the incarnation (πρὶν ἢ τὴν σάρκα ἀναλαβεῖν).
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Thus, in the first decades of the fourth century, the anti-Jewish and anti-modalistic use of theophanies, already exercised by 33 Christian thinkers of the second and third centuries, had clearly not lost its appeal.
ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA
Church tradition as well as the academic guild see in Athanasius the great champion of Nicaea, the definer and defender of the ὁμοούσιον. Underneath considerations about the ὁμοούσιον, however, lies the bedrock of the 'christophanic' reading of the Old Testament. This is not surprising, of course, since Athanasius understands theologizing as, essentially, a process of discerning the revelation articulated in the Scriptures. 39 In Contra Arianos, for instance, he has no hesitation in rehearsing the pre-Nicene argument for the divinity of the Son: Christ is pre-existent and divine and, as such, always already the object of human and angelic worship, because Abraham worships him in his tent (Genesis 18), Moses worships him at the burning bush (Exodus 3), and Daniel sees him as the Ancient of Days, seated on the divine throne and attended by thousands upon thousands of angelic ministers (Dan. 7:10):
For if the Lord be God, Son, Word, yet was not all these before He became man . . . And if He received His worship after dying, how is Abraham seen to worship Him in the tent, and Moses in the bush? and, as Daniel saw, myriads of myriads, and thousands of thousands were ministering unto Him? 40 If then they suppose that the Saviour was not Lord and King, even before He became man and endured the Cross, but then began to be Lord, let them know that they are openly reviving the statements of the Samosatene. But The same exegesis of theophanies occurs in Athanasius' De synodis 52:
[We] understand the oneness of the Son with the Father to be . . . according to essence and in truth (κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν καὶ ἀληθείᾳ) . . . there being but one Form of Godhead (εἴδους θεότητος), as the Light and the Radiance. For this was seen by the Patriarch Jacob, as Scripture says, 'The sun rose upon him when the Form of God (τὸ εἶδος τοῦ θεοῦ) passed by' [Gen. 32:3]. Beholding this, and understanding of whom He was Son and Image, the holy Prophets say, 'The Word of the Lord came to me'; and recognizing the Father, who was beheld and revealed in Him, they made bold to say: 'The God of our fathers has appeared unto me, the God of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob' [Exod. 3:16]. This being so, wherefore scruple we to call coessential (ὁμοούσιον), according to likeness and oneness of godhead, Him who is one with the Father, and appears as does the Father (φαινόμενον ὡς ἔστι πατέρα)?
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Like other writers, Athanasius gives much attention to the exegesis of the burning bush theophany. His theological position is, quite clearly, that 'Moses beheld God' just as 'to Abraham appeared God', more specifically the Logos; yet, his interpretation seems to dialogue with Eusebius' view that God occasionally appears and speaks to Moses through angels, as through the pillar of cloud:
For Zacharias saw an Angel; and Isaiah saw the Lord. Manoah, the father of Samson, saw an Angel; but Moses beheld God. Gideon saw an Angel, but to Abraham appeared God. And neither he who saw God, beheld an Angel, nor he who saw an Angel, considered that he saw God; for greatly, or rather wholly, do things by nature originate differ from God the Creator. But if at any time, when the Angel was seen, he who saw it heard God's voice, as took place at the bush; for the Angel of the Lord was seen in a flame of fire out of the bush, and the Lord called Moses out of the bush, saying, I am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob, yet was not the Angel the God of Abraham, but in the Angel God spoke (ἐν δὲ ἀγγέλῳ λαλῶν ἦν ὁ θεός). And what was seen was an Angel; but God spoke in him (ἐν αὐτῷ). For as He spoke to Moses in the pillar of a cloud in the tabernacle, so also God appears and speaks in Angels (ἐν ἀγγέλοις). So again to the son of Nun He spake by an Angel (δι' ἀγγέλου). But what God speaks, it is very plain He speaks through the Word, and not through another. And the Word, as being not separate from the Father, nor unlike and foreign to the Father's Essence, what He works, those are the Father's works, and His framing of all things is one with His; and what the Son gives, that is the Father's gift. And he who hath seen the Son, knows that, in seeing Him, he has seen, not Angel, nor one merely greater than Angels, nor in short any creature, but the Father Himself. And he who hears the Word, knows that he hears the Father; as he who is irradiated by the radiance, knows that he is enlightened by the sun. 43 Athanasius accepts that the sacred text might impose a distinction between the visual and the auditory components of the theophany, and that the visual component is probably brought about through the mediation of an angelic presence; he maintains, nevertheless, that the auditory component is to be ascribed to the Logos, who may be called 'angel' for his role in revealing and announcing the Father, 44 but is not, like the angel, an instrument of God, but God's very own expression. Just before the quoted passage, Athanasius has established that the angelic manifestation (as per Eusebius' exegesis) would not convey perfectly the divine source and content of the revelation. His reasoning is that no creature is able to convey the revelational work of God, because 'being works, they cannot work what God works'; even the angels are separate and divided (κεχωρισμένοι καὶ διεστηκότες) from the only God in nature. 45 43 Athanasius, CA 3.25.14 (AW I.3, pp. 322-3; trans. NPNF). 44 See Athanasius' remarks, just a few lines earlier, about Jacob's prayer for his grandsons (Gen. 48:16, ὁ ἄγγελος ὁ ῥυόμενός με ἐκ πάντων τῶν κακῶν εὐλογήσαι τὰ παιδία ταῦτα): 'But if it belong to none other than God to bless and to deliver, and none other was the deliverer of Jacob than the Lord Himself, and Him that delivered him the Patriarch besought for his grandsons, evidently none other did he join to God in his prayer than God's Word, whom therefore he called Angel because it is He alone who reveals the Father' (Athanasius, CA 3.25.13 [AW I.3, p. 322; trans. NPNF]; emphasis added). 45 Athanasius, CA 3.25.14 (AW I.3, p. 322; trans. NPNF). 46 ἃ ἐργάζεται, ταῦτα τοῦ πατρός ἐστιν ἔργα, καὶ μίαν ποιεῖ τὴν δημιουργίαν. καὶ ἃ δίδωσιν ὁ υἱός, τοῦ πατρός ἐστιν ἡ δόσις.
remarkably like Eusebius of Caesarea, and Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa echoing Marcellus and Athanasius. Indeed, Eunomius radicalizes the Eusebian reading of Exodus 3 and states that '[t]he one that sent Moses was He Who Is, while the one through whom he sent and spoke, is the angel of Him Who Is'. 47 At the other end of the theological spectrum, the argument, articulated earlier by Marcellus and Athanasius, that the strict separation between ὁ ὤν and ὁ τοῦ ὄντος ἄγγελος amounts to equating the Son to a μὴ ὤν, is now made by Basil of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa. Basil buttresses his affirmation about Christ as 'the truly Existing One' and 'the source of being for all beings' with an exegesis of Exod. 3:14 in which 'the angel', 'the Lord', and 'God' all refer to the Son:
Please stop saying that he does not exist when he is the one who truly exists, the one who is the source of life, and the one who produces being for all that exists. Didn't he find a designation well-suited for himself and fitting for his own eternity when he named himself He Who Is in his or- . See also Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 3.9.34-6 (GNO 2, p. 277; trans. Hall, p. 211): Gregory reads 'angel' in Exod. 3:1 against Exod. 33:15 and 34:2, 9 (Moses's successful prayer that the Lord himself, not an angel, should lead Israel). The argument is not very clear, in good part because, as Hall notes (p. 211, n. 187), 'Exodus is itself confusing and repetitive, and Gregory quotes passages out of order'. What is eminently clear, however, is Gregory's theological conviction that, if Exodus 3 speaks of Moses encountering Him Who Is, a Christian reading can only affirm that 'the one who made himself known by the title He who is, is the Only-begotten God (3.35) . . . either the Only-begotten God never appeared to Moses, or He that is, from In Gregory, too, metaphysical speculation on 'being' and 'nonbeing' is welded to the exegesis of biblical theophanies, so that serious attention must therefore be given to both. Gregory takes the divine ᾿Εγώ εἰμι ὁ ὤν and the ᾿Εγώ εἰμι statements in DeuteroIsaiah as the scriptural 'mark of the true Godhead' and, simply assuming the traditional identification of Christ as Moses' interlocutor on Sinai, concludes that Eunomian theology-'the sophistical fabrication about the non-existence at some time of Him Who truly is'-is non-scriptural, a departure from Christianity, a turning to idolatry:
The word of holy scripture suggests one way of knowing true godhead, which Moses is taught by the heavenly voice, when he hears him who said, I am he who is . . . That is why we affirm that the argument, that the one who truly is, once was not, is a denial and rejection of true godhead. Consider: the one who through light revealed his existence to Moses, named himself as being, when he said I am that is; and Isaiah, becoming a kind of an instrument for the one who spoke in him, says in the person of him who is, I am first and I am hereafter (Isa. 44:6), thereby making known by each thought the eternity of God . . . Indeed, the great John, announcing the Only-begotten God in his own proclamation in every way ensures that his account allows no access to the idea of non-being in connection with him that is: he says that he was in the beginning, that he was with God, that he was God, that he was Light and that he was forever Life and Truth and all good things, and that he was never at any time lacking any excellence, he who is the fullness of all good things and is in the bosom of the Father (cf. John 1:1-4, 14-18) . . . Therefore, if Moses rules that it should be for us a sort of mark of true deity that the only thing we know about God is this, that he is . . . then, in these circumstances we declare the whole sophistic argument, that the one who truly is, once was not, to be nothing but a perversion of Christianity and a turning to idolatry.
THE ARGUMENT FROM THEOPHANIES IN ANTI-APOLLINARIAN ARGUMENTATION
Gregory of Nyssa also uses theophanies on a second theological front, namely in his anti-Apollinarian polemics. In the Letter to Theophilus, for instance, which sets out to counter Apollinarius' critique of the alleged 'two sons' doctrine as 'absurd and utterly whom the word comes to the Servant [i.e. Moses, my obs.], is himself the Son (3.36)'. 49 Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 3.6 (GNO 2, pp. 186-9; trans. Hall, pp. 153-4).
impious', 50 he argues that the incarnation (ἐπιφάνεια) of the Son does not imply a duality of sons any more than the multiplicity of Old Testament theophanies would imply a multiplicity of sons.
Anyone who took the providential manifestation of the Only-begotten Son of God in the flesh as the production of another Son would also have to count within the list of divine manifestations all the theophanies to holy people that occurred before the appearance of the Only-begotten Son of God in the flesh, and also those that happened after that event to those who were worthy, and so would have to assume a multitude of Sons. The being who had dealings with Abraham would be one Son; he who appeared to Isaac, another; he who wrestled with Jacob, another; yet another, he who appeared to Moses in various manifestations: in light, in darkness, in a pillar of cloud, in face-to-face encounter, in the view of his back; still another, he who stood in the line of battle with Moses' successor. Then there is he who conversed with Job from out of the whirlwind; he who appeared on an exalted throne to Isaiah; the being in human form described in Ezekiel's writings; later on, he who struck down Paul in the light; and, before that, he who appeared on the mountain in sublime glory to those with Peter. If it is absurd and wholly impious to assign the various theophanies of the Only-begotten to a number of Sons, it is equally impious to use this manifestation in the flesh as an opportunity to assume that there is a second Son.
51
It is quite clear that Gregory bases his argumentation on the traditional theology of theophanies as christophanies, building on the undisputed assumption that the one and the same Son appeared to the patriarchs and prophets of old and, later, appeared in the flesh and revealed his divine identity to his disciples. As scholars have noted-most often only in passing-Gregory of Nyssa is here deploying testimonia used in older polemical contexts (antiJewish, anti-Arian) and repurposing them in a novel and 'unexpected' way to argue for the unity of Christ. Lord) and declared himself to be ὁ ὤν, he assumes that Eunomius is familiar with the underlying christological exegesis of Exodus 3.
54
One should also consider the perception of fourth-century theologians such as Cyril of Jerusalem, Asterius, or 'blessed papa Athanasius' 55 in later pseudepigraphic writings. Some of the homilies on the Psalms ascribed to Asterius of Amasea, now thought to be the work of an unknown pro-Nicene theologian in the area of Antioch, 56 are replete with references to thronetheophanies (Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1 and 3:12) read, of course, as christophanies. This is undoubtedly a mark of the liturgical tradition they reflect. . The object of angelic and earthly worship is Christ, as can be ascertained from the following: Hom. 16.12 (Richard, pp. 121-2) understands both Ps. 8:2 ('exalted over the heavens') and its analogon, Isaiah's 'lofty' throne, as references to the Ascension of Christ; Hom. 15.15 (Richard, p. 115) says the same about Ps. 8:2, then states that the object of angelic worship is 'the luminous clay' (τὸν πηλὸν λάμποντα) of the ascended Christ, for the 'glory of the Lord from its place', which is to be blessed according to Ezek. 3:12, is none other than the glory streaming from Christ's glorified body (Hom. 15.16 [Richard, p. 115]: ἐκ τοῦ τόπου αὐτοῦ, τοῦ ἐνδόξου σώματος); in Hom. 29.9-10 (Richard, pp. 232-3), 'the heavens declare the glory of God' (Ps. 18:2) is interpreted as a reference to the perpetual worship offered jointly by saintly humans (Abraham, Moses, Job, David, and the Evangelists John and Paul are all 'reason-endowed heavens') and by the angelic hosts, culminating with the A fifth-century homily on the Meeting of the Lord ascribed to Cyril of Jerusalem, 58 for instance, delights in the paradoxical identification of the fragile baby Jesus in the arms of Symeon with the Lord of the Exodus and omnipotent Ancient of Days. For Ps.-Cyril, it is this child who, of old, parted the sea for Israel, and drowned Pharaoh, and gave the Law to the Israelites, and rained down manna, and led the Hebrew nation by a pillar fire, and rent the rock asunder, and kept the bush unconsumed in a flame of dewy fire. 59 As such, readers are exhorted to 'sing and chant and glorify the infant-and-God, both forty-day old and pre-eternal, both a little child and Ancient of Days, both a baby at the breast and the maker of the ages'. 60 A Nativity homily ascribed to Athanasius revolves around the same paradox by invoking the burning bush theophany and Daniel's vision:
Milan, 70 Hilary of Poitiers, 71 and Jerome.
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The convergence of so many geographically and theologically diverse sources on the christological interpretation of theophanies indicates that we are dealing here with a widespread tradition, remarkably enduring across the centuries but also amenable to a variety of polemical uses. A significant change in the interpretation of theophanies occurs only with Augustine and only West of the Adriatic; but the theological revolution inaugurated by the bishop of Hippo, already thoroughly discussed in scholarship, 73 exceeds the limits of this article.
